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Introduction
On November 27, 2018, the European Court of Human Rights (hereafter the ECtHR or the Court) delivered a judg-
ment in the case of Alekseyev and Others v. Russia. The judgment is one of the latest episodes in a series of appli-
cations launched by well-known Russian LGBT+ activist Nikolay Alekseyev.1 In the judgment, the Court
unanimously found violations of several articles of the European Convention of Human Rights (ECHR), including
the right to nondiscrimination.
Background
The applicants in the case complained to the Strasbourg Court about the ban on holding pro-LGBT (lesbian, gay,
bisexual, and transgender) public events imposed by the Russian authorities and about the lack of effective domestic
remedies in that respect. They also claimed that the ban was imposed in a discriminatory manner.
In the period from 2009 to 2014, the applicants—including Mr. Alekseyev—reported several pro-LGBT public
assemblies to the local authorities. The events mostly concerned so-called Pride marches and pickets aimed at
drawing attention to the violence and discrimination experienced by many LGBT+ persons in Russia. In each
instance, the local authorities refused to approve the dates and locations proposed by the organizers. The applicants
challenged these administrative decisions in the domestic courts. All refusals were eventually upheld. However, in
each case, the domestic court rendered its decision after the originally proposed dates of the assemblies.
Over the last decade, many complaints against Russia were lodged with the ECtHR by LGBT+ applicants. As will be
discussed, several of these cases directly or indirectly concerned Russian legislation that prohibits “propaganda” of
nontraditional sexual relations aimed at minors. Indeed, the need to protect minors against such “propaganda” is
often invoked by local authorities to refuse the organization of Pride marches or to suggest alternative locations.
In June 2017, one year before the Alekseyev judgment addressed in this Note, the ECtHR delivered a strongly
worded judgment in Bayev and Others v. Russia.2 The Court not only found Russia’s legislative prohibition of
the “promotion of homosexuality” among minors to be a violation of Article 10 (the right to freedom of expression)
and Article 14, read together with Article 10, but also did so in a well-reasoned, straightforward judgment that easily
set aside every argument made by the Russian government. The case concerned the applications of three Russian gay
rights activists who were each found guilty of the administrative offense of “public activities aimed at the promotion
of homosexuality among minors.” The applicants held several demonstrations—including in front of a secondary
school and children’s library—holding banners stating things such as “Homosexuality is normal” and “I am
proud of my homosexuality.” According to the Russian government, the promotion of same-sex relationships and
sexual activities needed to be banned in order to protect public morals, public health and Russia’s demographic
development, and the rights of minors. The ECtHR, however, did not consider these motives to be legitimate
grounds for restricting the applicant’s freedom of expression. Moreover, the Court repeatedly pointed out the
many homophobic, discriminatory biases in the government’s argumentation and stressed the counterproductive
character of the antipropaganda law for the protection of the health and education of children. In this way, the
Court could even be seen to go have gone so far as ridiculing the Russian government.3
The ECtHR’s Judgment
In many ways, the judgment in the second case of Alekseyev and Others v. Russia is a logical follow-up to the Court’s
ruling in the ﬁrst Alekseyev case and in Bayev and Others v. Russia.4 In respect of each of the applicants, the Court
unanimously found a violation of Article 11 (the right to freedom of assembly), Article 13 (the right to an effective
remedy) read in conjunction with Article 11, and Article 14 (the right to nondiscrimination) read in conjunction with
Article 11. Russian Judge Dedov wrote a short concurring opinion in which he stated that he only voted together with
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the majority because the events organized by the applicants were only devoted to the equal protection of their civil
rights (i.e., the right to freedom of assembly) and not to the promotion of sexual relationships that could be “the start-
ing point for protecting all the other needs usually arising in relation to any family members.”5
The Court’s motivation was extremely short, since it saw no reason to depart from its ﬁndings in the ﬁrst Alekseyev
case. In relation to Article 11, the government had argued in that ﬁrst case that the bans were justiﬁed both on safety
grounds and on the need for the protection of morals. However, the Court held that, as regards the safety argument,
the mere risk of a demonstration creating a disturbance was not sufﬁcient. If every probability of tension and heated
exchanges between opposing groups were to warrant a ban, society would be deprived of hearing differing views on
questions that offended the sensitivity of the majority opinion.6 By banning the marches, the authorities had effec-
tively endorsed the objectives of those clearly and deliberately intent on disrupting a peaceful demonstration in
breach of the law and public order.7 In any case, the authorities had mainly been guided by the prevailing moral
values of the majority. The Court held that it would be incompatible with the underlying values of the Convention
if the exercise of Convention rights by a minority group were made conditional on its being accepted by the major-
ity.8 The purpose of the marches and picketing had been to promote respect for human rights and tolerance toward
sexual minorities. It was only through fair and public debate that society could address such complex issues as LGBT+
rights, which in turn would beneﬁt social cohesion. An open debate of the kind the applicant had repeatedly, but
unsuccessfully, attempted to launch could not be replaced by ofﬁcials spontaneously expressing uninformed
views they considered popular.9 Therefore, the decisions to ban the events in question had not been based on an
acceptable assessment of the relevant facts, did not meet a pressing social need, and were thus not necessary in a
democratic society.
In relation to Article 13, the Court held in the ﬁrst Alekseyev case that, due to the absence of a legally binding rule
requiring domestic courts to issue a ﬁnal decision before the dates on which banned demonstrations were planned,
the judicial remedy was of a post hoc nature and therefore not capable of providing adequate redress to the applicants
in respect of the violations of their Convention rights.10 The Court afﬁrmed this ruling in the annotated judgment.
Lastly, the ECtHR considered that the main reason for the bans was the authorities’ biased disapproval of demon-
strations that they believed promoted homosexuality. Alekseyev had thus suffered a difference in treatment on the
grounds of his and other participants’ sexual orientation for which the government had not provided any valid
justiﬁcation.11
In the annotated judgment, the majority considered the found violations sufﬁcient just satisfaction for the nonpecuni-
ary damage sustained by the applicants, and therefore dismissed the applicants’ claims for just satisfaction. It held
that there were no exceptional circumstances that would justify making any awards for costs and expenses in a
follow-up case such as the second Alekseyev case. Swiss Judge Keller dissented from the majority’s opinion. She
held that there can be no justiﬁcation for not awarding immaterial damages under Article 41 ECHR where repeated
violations are at stake and where the respondent state has not substantially changed its practice following a ﬁnding of
violation, despite a signiﬁcant lapse of time since the delivery of the judgment.12 An award for nonpecuniary damage
would have made the redress stronger by giving the Russian Federation a ﬁnancial incentive to correct the situation
as soon as possible and avoid future violations giving rise to further damages.13
Conclusions
Even though the advancement of the protection of sexual minorities in the ECtHR’s case law has been a slow
process, especially with regard to same-sex marriage, the judgment in Alekseyev and Others nevertheless reﬂects
the strong foundation that the ECHR currently offers to LGBT+ persons. Over the last decade, the Court has not
held back from adopting strongly worded principled decisions when it comes to biased homophobic interferences
with the basic civil rights of sexual minorities. Although Alekseyev and Others does not bring anything new to
the Court’s existing case law, its importance lies in the ease with which the Court set aside the recurring illegitimate
arguments brought forward by the Russian government.
Nevertheless, the question arises whether the Court should change its approach in the future. As Judge Keller noted
in her partly dissenting opinion, despite the clear presence of systemic problems and human rights violations, the
Court has not decided to make use of the so-called pilot-judgment procedure, in which the Court identiﬁes the
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systemic problem and gives clear indications to the government of the type of remedial measures needed to resolve it.
As there seem to be no indications that the general climate in Russia will become more LGBT+ friendly in the fore-
seeable future, the Court could broaden its currently used legal instrumentarium to achieve more effective protection
of the Convention rights of sexual minorities.
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In the case of Alekseyev and Others v. Russia,
The European Court of Human Rights (Third Section), sitting as a Chamber composed of:
Vincent A. De Gaetano, President,
Helen Keller,
Dmitry Dedov,
Alena Poláčková,
Georgios A. Serghides,
Jolien Schukking,
María Elósegui, judges,
and Stephen Phillips, Section Registrar,
Having deliberated in private on 6 November 2018,
Delivers the following judgment, which was adopted on that date:
PROCEDURE
1. The case originated in ﬁfty-one applications against the Russian Federation lodged with the Court under
Article 34 of the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (“the Convention”)
by seven Russian nationals (“the applicants”). The application numbers and the dates on which they were lodged
with the Court, as well as the applicants’ full names and dates of birth, are listed in the Appendix.
2. The applicants were represented by Mr Daci and Mr Cron, lawyers practicing in Geneva. The Russian Gov-
ernment (“the Government”) were represented initially by Mr G. Matyushkin, Representative of the Russian Feder-
ation to the European Court of Human Rights, and then by his successor in that ofﬁce, Mr M. Galperin.
3. The applicants complained of the ban on holding lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) public events
imposed by the domestic authorities and of a lack of effective remedies in that respect. They also alleged that the
authorities treated in a discriminatory manner their requests to be permitted to hold these events.
4. On 15 January 2016 the applications were communicated to the Government.
THE FACTS
I. THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE CASE
5. The facts of the cases, as submitted by the parties, may be summarised as follows.
6. In 2009-14 the applicants lodged notices of the LGBT public assemblies indicated in the Appendix. In each
instance the local authorities refused to approve the dates and locations proposed by the applicants, who challenged
these decisions in the domestic courts under Chapter 25 of the Code of Civil Procedure. The domestic courts upheld
the decisions of the local authorities. The judicial decisions in every case were taken after the respective dates of the
originally proposed assemblies. The dates of the authorities’ refusals and the ﬁnal domestic decisions are indicated in
the Appendix.
II. RELEVANT DOMESTIC LAWAND PRACTICE
7. For the relevant domestic law and practice, as well as international and comparative material, see Lashmankin
and Others v. Russia, nos. 57818/09 and 14 others, §§ 216-88 and §§ 313-24, 7 February 2017, and Alekseyev
v. Russia, nos. 4916/07 and 2 others, §§ 49-52, 21 October 2010.
THE LAW
I. JOINDER OF THE APPLICATIONS
8. Given their similar factual and legal background, the Court decides that the applications should be joined,
pursuant to Rule 42 § 1 of the Rules of Court.
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II. ALLEGED VIOLATION OF ARTICLES 11, 13 AND 14 OF THE CONVENTION
9. The applicants complained of the ban on holding LGBTassemblies and of the discriminatory manner in which
the national authorities treated their applications to hold these events. They also complained of the absence of effec-
tive domestic remedies in respect of the alleged violations of their right to freedom of assembly. They relied,
expressly or in substance, on Articles 11, 13 and 14 of the Convention. The relevant provisions read as follows:
Article 11
“1. Everyone has the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and to freedom of association with
others, including the right to form and to join trade unions for the protection of his interests.
2. No restrictions shall be placed on the exercise of these rights other than such as are prescribed by
law and are necessary in a democratic society in the interests of national security or public safety, for
the prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of health or morals or for the protection of the
rights and freedoms of others. This Article shall not prevent the imposition of lawful restrictions on
the exercise of these rights by members of the armed forces, of the police or of the administration of
the State.”
Article 13
“Everyone whose rights and freedoms as set forth in [the] Convention are violated shall have an
effective remedy before a national authority notwithstanding that the violation has been committed
by persons acting in an ofﬁcial capacity.”
Article 14
“The enjoyment of the rights and freedoms set forth in [the] Convention shall be secured without dis-
crimination on any ground such as sex, race, colour, language, religion, political or other opinion,
national or social origin, association with a national minority, property, birth or other status.”
A. Admissibility
10. The Court observes that the Government did not raise the issue of the applicants’ compliance with the six-
month rule. It has previously found that the application of that rule should not be set aside solely because the Gov-
ernment have not made a preliminary objection based on it (see Blečić v. Croatia [GC], no. 59532/00, § 68, ECHR
2006-III, and Walker v. the United Kingdom (dec.), no. 34979/97, ECHR 2000-I). The Court therefore considers it
appropriate to address this issue in the present case.
11. The Court reiterates that the purpose of the six-month rule is to promote security of law and to ensure that
cases raising issues under the Convention are dealt with within a reasonable time. It also protects the authorities and
other persons concerned from being under any uncertainty for a prolonged period of time. It marks out the temporal
limits of supervision carried out by the Court and signals to both individuals and State authorities the period beyond
which such supervision is no longer possible. The rule also affords the prospective applicant time to consider whether
to lodge an application and, if so, to decide on the speciﬁc complaints and arguments to be raised (see Sabri Güneş
v. Turkey [GC], no. 27396/06, §§ 39-40, 29 June 2012).
12. In assessing whether an applicant has complied with Article 35 § 1 of the Convention, it is important to bear
in mind that the requirements contained in that Article concerning the exhaustion of domestic remedies and the six-
month period are closely interrelated. Thus, where no effective remedy is available to an applicant, the time-limit
expires six months after the date of the acts or measures complained of. If an applicant ﬁrst avails himself of a domes-
tic remedy and only subsequently becomes (or should have become) aware of the circumstances which render that
remedy ineffective, it might be appropriate to calculate the six-month period from the date on which the applicant
became (or ought to have become) aware of those circumstances. The pursuit of remedies which do not satisfy the
requirements of Article 35 § 1 will not be considered by the Court for the purposes of establishing the date of the
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“ﬁnal decision” or calculating the starting point for the running of the six-month rule. It follows that if an applicant
has recourse to a remedy which is doomed to failure from the outset, the decision on that appeal cannot be taken into
account for the calculation of the six-month period (see Jeronovičs v. Latvia [GC], no. 44898/10, § 75, ECHR 2016,
and the cases cited therein).
13. The Court found in Alekseyev (cited above, § 99) that Russian laws, as in force at the material time, speciﬁed
time-limits for the organisers to give notice of a public event. By contrast, the authorities were not obliged by any
legally binding time frame to give their ﬁnal decisions before the planned date of the public event. The Court there-
fore concluded that the judicial remedy available to the organisers of public events, which was of a post-hoc char-
acter, could not provide adequate redress in respect of the alleged violations of Article 11 of the Convention. It
consequently found a violation of Article 13 owing to the absence of an effective domestic remedy. In the case
of Lashmankin and Others v. Russia (nos. 57818/09 and 14 others, §§ 356-60, 7 February 2017) the Court conﬁrmed
this approach. It also upheld the additional argument put forward by the applicants challenging the effectiveness of
that remedy and found it to be ineffective because the scope of the judicial review was limited to examining the
lawfulness of the restriction, and did not include any assessment of its “necessity” and “proportionality”.
14. Turning to the circumstances of the present cases, the Court observes that the applicants complain about the deci-
sions of local authorities to refuse to approve the dates and the venues of various LGBT public events. It furthermore
notes that in most cases the applicants challenged these decisions in the domestic courts after the dates of the planned
events, as indicated in the Appendix. In their applications, which were lodged in 2012-2015, all the applicants relied
extensively on the judgment in Alekseyev and formulated their complaint under Article 11 in identical terms. Hence,
their complaints about the discriminatory ban on holding LGBT public events should have been introduced to the
Court within six months, calculated from the date of the administrative decision not to approve each respective event.
15. The Court furthermore notes that in the instances when the applicants intended to hold LGBT public events
in cities other thanMoscow, they sometimes received the local authorities’ decisions refusing to approve those events
by post on unidentiﬁed dates. However, the applicants had already been aware of those refusals by the time of their
lodging their respective complaints to the domestic courts. In those cases their applications should have been intro-
duced to the Court within six months of the receipt of the refusal in question, and in any even no later than the date of
the lodging the respective complaint with the court.
16. It follows that the applications, and in some cases parts of the applications (marked with an asterisk in the
Appendix), are lodged out of time and must be rejected, in accordance with Article 35 §§ 1 and 4 of the Convention.
By contrast, where the applicants have lodged their respective applications within six months of the date of the
administrative refusal to approve an event or the date on which they learned of such a refusal and challenged it
in the domestic courts, they have duly complied with the six-month rule. The Court notes that the complaints set
out in the latter applications are not manifestly ill-founded within the meaning of Article 35 § 3 (a) of the Convention.
It furthermore notes that they are not inadmissible on any other grounds. This part of the case must therefore be
declared admissible.
B. Merits
1. The parties’ submissions
17. The Government submitted that the notiﬁcation procedure established by the Russian law did not encroach
upon the essence of the right to freedom of peaceful assembly under Article 11 of the Convention. In their view, local
authorities had not banned any public events organised by the applicants but had warned them of the consequences of
breaking the law by holding such events. Moreover, in some cases the authorities had suggested changing the venue
of the events. In doing so, local authorities had protected the interests of minors, which could have been breached by
the “promotion of homosexuality in public places”. The Government essentially repeated their submissions in Bayev
and Others v. Russia (nos. 67667/09 and 2 others, § 47, ECHR 2017) in that respect. They therefore considered that
the impugned measures had been lawful and proportionate to the legitimate aim of the protection of rights and free-
doms of minors, their parents and others, and had not entailed a violation of Article 11 or Article 14 (in conjunction
with Article 11). Lastly, the Government’s submissions as regards the applicants’ complaint under Article 13 were
essentially the same as in Lashmankin and Others (cited above, §§ 335-41).
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18. The applicants’ submissions were essentially the same as those in the case of Alekseyev (cited above,
§§ 64-67, 94 and 105). However, they agreed that after the entry into force of the Russian federal law outlawing
the promotion of homosexual relationships to minors in July 2013, the ban on LGBT public events had become
lawful. In any case, the blanket refusals by local authorities on repeated occasions, without considering any
alternative venues for the assemblies, had not been proportionate to the legitimate aims invoked by the Government.
The applicants further stressed that they had had no effective remedies in respect of their complaints under Article 11
and had suffered discrimination on the basis of their sexual orientation, in breach of Article 14 of the Convention.
They relied on the Court’s ﬁndings in Alekseyev (cited above, §§ 99-100 and 109-10) in that regard.
2. The Court’s assessment
19. The Court refers to the principles established in its case-law regarding freedom of assembly (see Kudrevičius
and Others v. Lithuania [GC], no. 37553/05, ECHR 2015, with further references) and the proportionality of interfer-
ence with it (see Bączkowski and Others v. Poland, no. 1543/06, §§ 61-64, 3 May 2007). It also refers to its case-law
concerning discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation (see Kozak v. Poland, no. 13102/02, 2 March 2010).
20. In the leading case of Alekseyev (cited above), the Court has already found a violation in respect of issues
similar to those which the present case concerns.
21. Having examined all the material submitted to it, the Court has not found any fact or argument capable of
persuading it to reach a different conclusion as to the merits of these complaints. Having regard to its case-law
on the subject, the Court considers that in the instant case the ban on holding LGBT public assemblies imposed
by the domestic authorities did not correspond to a pressing social need and was thus not necessary in a democratic
society. The Court also ﬁnds that the applicants suffered unjustiﬁed discrimination on the grounds of sexual orien-
tation, that that discrimination was incompatible with the standards of the Convention, and that they were denied an
effective domestic remedy in respect of their complaints concerning a breach of their freedom of assembly.
22. There has accordingly been a violation of Article 11, Article 13 (in conjunction with Article 11) and Article
14 (in conjunction with Article 11) of the Convention in respect of each applicant.
III. APPLICATION OF ARTICLES 41 AND 46 OF THE CONVENTION
23. The relevant parts of Articles 41 and 46 of the Convention provide:
Article 41
“If the Court ﬁnds that there has been a violation of the Convention or the Protocols thereto, and if
the internal law of the High Contracting Party concerned allows only partial reparation to be made,
the Court shall, if necessary, afford just satisfaction to the injured party.”
Article 46
“1. The High Contracting Parties undertake to abide by the ﬁnal judgment of the Court in any case to
which they are parties.
2. The ﬁnal judgment of the Court shall be transmitted to the Committee of Ministers, which shall
supervise its execution.”
A. Damage
24. All applicants claimed between 5,000 and 500,000 euros (EUR) each in respect of non-pecuniary damage.
The ﬁrst applicant (Mr Alekseyev) also claimed 10,000 Russian roubles (RUB – approximately EUR 141) in respect
of pecuniary damage on account of the ﬁne payable by him as an administrative penalty. He furthermore claimed
RUB 30,664 (approximately EUR 433) in that respect for travel and postal expenses, which will be examined in
the costs and expenses part below (see paragraphs 30-32).
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25. The Government submitted that the claims for non-pecuniary damage were excessive and unreasonable.
26. As regards the ﬁrst applicant’s claim for compensation for the damage constituted by the administrative
ﬁne, the Court observes that no direct causal link has been established between the violation found and the
ﬁne the applicant paid following his conviction for the administrative offence (see, by contrast, Novikova and
Others v. Russia, nos. 25501/07 and 4 others, § 232, 26 April 2016). The Court therefore dismisses the claim
under this head.
27. With regard to the applicants’ claims for compensation for non-pecuniary damage, the Court observes that
the violations of the Convention found in the present case are similar to those previously found in the judgment of
Alekseyev (cited above). It reiterates that under Article 46 the Contracting Parties have undertaken to abide by the
ﬁnal judgments of the Court in cases to which they are parties, execution being supervised by the Committee of Min-
isters. At the date of adoption of the present judgment, the Committee of Ministers is continuing its supervision of the
pending execution of the judgment in Alekseyev, which it classiﬁed as suitable for the enhanced supervision proce-
dure. Most recently, at the 1273rd meeting of the Committee of Ministers (December 2016, DH) a decision was
adopted (CM/Del/Dec(2016)1273/H46-23) whereby the Committee urged the Russian authorities to adopt all
further necessary measures to ensure that the practice of local authorities and the courts develops so as to ensure
the respect of the rights to freedom of assembly and to be protected against discrimination, and invited the
Russian authorities to continue action to address effectively the outstanding questions with a view to achieving con-
crete results. The Court notes that in the years which have passed since the Alekseyev judgment (cited above) no such
measures have yet been brought forward by the Government.
28. In this connection, the Court emphasises the obligation on States to perform treaties in good faith, as noted, in
particular, in the third paragraph of the preamble and in Article 26 of the 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of
Treaties (see Verein gegen Tierfabriken Schweiz (VgT) v. Switzerland (no. 2) [GC], no. 32772/02, § 37, ECHR
2009). Subject to monitoring by the Committee of Ministers, the respondent State remains free to choose the
means by which it will discharge its legal obligation under Article 46, provided that such means are compatible
with the conclusions set out in the Court’s judgment (see Scozzari and Giunta v. Italy [GC], nos. 39221/98 and
41963/98, § 249, ECHR 2000 VIII). In exercising their choice of general and individual measures, the respondent
State is required to provide the Committee of Ministers with detailed, up-to-date information on developments in the
process of executing the judgment that is binding on them (see Verein gegen Tierfabriken Schweiz (VgT), cited above,
§§ 35 and 87, citing Rule 6 of the Committee of Ministers’ Rules for the supervision of the execution of judgments
and of the terms of friendly settlements). Given the variety of means to achieve this aim and the nature of the issues
involved, the Committee of Ministers is better placed than the Court to assess the speciﬁc measures to be taken (see
Kudeshkina v. Russia (no. 2) (dec.), no. 28727/11, §§ 74-81, 17 February 2015). For its part, the Court ﬁnds it appro-
priate to emphasise that the nature of the violations found in Alekseyev (cited above) and the extent of the recurring
problem at issue require sustained and long-term efforts in the adoption of general measures, in order to address
issues under Articles 11 and 14 in particular.
29. While the Court accepts that the manner in which the national authorities treated the applications to hold LGBT
public events and the absence of effective domestic remedies may give rise to feelings of frustration, it nonetheless con-
cludes that the ﬁnding of a violation, triggering the respondent State’s obligation to take the above-mentioned measures
under its domestic legal system, may therefore be regarded as constituting the most appropriate means of redress (see
Norris v. Ireland, 26 October 1988, § 50, Series A no. 142; Christine Goodwin v. the United Kingdom [GC], no. 28957/
95, § 120, ECHR 2002-VI; and S. andMarper v. the United Kingdom [GC], nos. 30562/04 and 30566/04, § 134, ECHR
2008). The Court consequently rejects the applicants’ claims for compensation for non-pecuniary damage.
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B. Costs and expenses
30. Mr Alekseyev submitted the following claims in respect of costs and expenses:
- RUB 30,664 for travel and postal expenses in Russia, including three train tickets from Moscow to
Kostroma and Tambov, and three return airplane tickets from Moscow to Arkhangelsk, plus the adjust-
ment of this amount for inﬂation;
- RUB 80,304 (approximately EUR 1,135) and 271 Swiss francs (CHF - approximately EUR 248) for
court fees and postal expenses incurred before the domestic courts and the Court, plus the adjustment
of this amount for inﬂation;
- CHF 719,707 (approximately EUR 660,094) for legal fees incurred in the domestic proceedings and in
the proceedings before the Court.
31. As regards the amount of RUB 30,664 claimed for travel and postal expenses, the Government considered
that no compensation could be awarded for expenses which would have been incurred irrespective of whether the
proceedings in issue had violated the Convention or not. As for the court fees and postal expenses, the Government
stated that only compensation for the expenses incurred in respect of mail sent to the Court could be awarded to the
applicants. Lastly, the Government submitted that the applicants had failed to provide copies of any contract for legal
services or any receipts or payment orders conﬁrming that these expenses had actually been incurred. Moreover, the
amount in legal fees claimed did not correspond to the principle of proportionality and adequacy, as the circum-
stances of all the cases were absolutely identical.
32. According to the Court’s case-law, an applicant is entitled to the reimbursement of costs and expenses only in
so far as it has been shown that these have been actually and necessarily incurred and are reasonable as to quantum.
The Court emphasises that the prevailing situation has given rise and continues to give rise to violations similar to
those in the present case and in Alekseyev in respect of every person who is willing to organise an LGBT public
event. It has declined to award just satisfaction for non-pecuniary damage in respect of such violations (see § 27
above). The Court therefore considers that there are no exceptional circumstances which would justify making
any awards for costs and expenses in follow-up cases of this type (see, mutatis mutandis, Greens and M.T. v. the
United Kingdom, nos. 60041/08 and 60054/08, § 120, ECHR 2010 (extracts)). Moreover, the applicant submitted
no documentary proof, such as legal-services contracts with his representatives, payment receipts or invoices, that
he had a legally enforceable obligation to pay for the lawyers’ services or that he had in fact paid them (see, for
example, Novikova and Others, cited above, § 236). Regard being had to these considerations, the Court rejects
Mr Alekseyev’s claim for costs and expenses.
FOR THESE REASONS, THE COURT
1. Decides, unanimously, to join the applications;
2. Declares, unanimously, the complaints complying with the six-month rule admissible and the remainder of the
applications inadmissible;
3. Holds, unanimously, that there has been a violation of Article 11 of the Convention;
4. Holds, unanimously, that there has been a violation of Article 13 in conjunction with Article 11 of the
Convention;
5. Holds, unanimously, that there has been a violation of Article 14 in conjunction with Article 11 of the
Convention;
6. Holds, by six votes to one, that the ﬁnding of violations of Articles 11, 13 and 14 of the Convention constitutes
in itself sufﬁcient just satisfaction for the non-pecuniary damage sustained by the applicants;
7. Dismisses, by six votes to one, the applicants’ claims for just satisfaction.
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Done in English, and notiﬁed in writing on 27 November 2018, pursuant to Rule 77 §§ 2 and 3 of the Rules
of Court.
Stephen Phillips Vincent A. De Gaetano
Registrar President
In accordance with Article 45 § 2 of the Convention and Rule 74 § 2 of the Rules of Court, the following separate
opinions are annexed to this judgment:
(a) concurring opinion of Judge Dedov;
(b) partly dissenting opinion of Judge Keller.
V.D.G.
J.S.P.
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CONCURRING OPINION OF JUDGE DEDOV
In the present judgment the Court observed with regret that no measures had been brought forward by the
Government to implement the Court’s previous judgment in the leading case of Alekseyev v. Russia (nos.
4916/07 and 2 others, 21 October 2010). At the same time the Court found the same package of violations
without providing any substantial reasoning (the ban on holding public assemblies did not correspond to a press-
ing social need and was not necessary in a democratic society; the applicants had suffered unjustiﬁed discrim-
ination on the grounds of sexual orientation). It is obvious that all the participants, including the Court, were not
ﬂexible enough to ﬁnd a compromise. The Court emphasised that the nature of the violations and the extent of
the recurring problem required sustained and long-term efforts in the adoption of general measures in order to
address the issues under Articles 11 and 14 of the Convention (see paragraph 28 of the judgment). However, it is
difﬁcult to devise any measures if the problem is not identiﬁed. First of all, in the leading case of Alekseyev, cited
above, the Court disregarded the security and safety concerns put forward by the Government in connection with
Gay Pride parades. Later, as demonstrated in the case of Identoba and Others v. Georgia, no. 73235/12, 12 May
2015, it became clear that those concerns were real and needed to be addressed by the Court. In the case of
Bayev and Others v. Russia (nos. 67667/09 and 2 others, 20 June 2017), the Court did not consider the funda-
mental rights and freedoms of parents and their children affected by the public debate on sexual orientation.
Those deﬁciencies in the case-law created the impression that the promotion of homosexual relationships, espe-
cially to minors, could be considered an issue for public debate (see the applicants’ submissions in paragraph 18
of the judgment).
I believe that compromise and social harmony could be found on the basis of mutual respect for human rights and,
in particular, for the rights of minorities who do not seek to promote their personal way of life, but rather seek
recognition that their civil rights should be equally respected and protected by the State. I am referring to the
right to create family relationships that differ from the usual notion of a union between man and woman. The
legal recognition of such partnerships could be the starting-point for protecting all the other needs usually
arising in relation to any family members. I voted together with the majority in the present case because some
of the events organised by the applicants were devoted to the protection of their rights and not to the promotion
of sexual relationships.
PARTLY DISSENTING OPINION OF JUDGE KELLER
1. To my regret, I am unable to agree with my colleagues on the matter of the application of Article 41 of the
Convention in the present case.
2. In paragraph 29 of the judgment, the Court holds that the ﬁnding of violations of Articles 11, 13 and 14 of the
Convention constitutes sufﬁcient just satisfaction for the non-pecuniary damage sustained by the applicants on the
basis that, following such ﬁnding, the respondent State should adopt the appropriate general and/or individual mea-
sures to secure the right of freedom of assembly and protect the persons under its jurisdiction against discrimination,
as required by Article 46 of the Convention. For the reasons set out below, I disagree with this decision and consider
that an award of non-pecuniary damage to the applicants was called for in this case.
A. General measures and just satisfaction
1. Individual assessment of each case – No automatic conclusion
3. Under Article 41 of the Convention, the Court has the possibility to afford just satisfaction to the injured party.
The principle with regard to damages is that the applicant should be placed, as far as possible, in the position in which
he or she would have been had the violation not taken place, in other words, restitutio in integrum.
4. The application of Article 41 of the Convention is dependent on the Court’s discretion and on the particular
circumstances of the case. The wording of Article 41, which provides that the Court will only award such satisfaction
as is considered to be “just” in the circumstances, and only “if necessary”, makes this clear. Moreover, where the
Court ﬁnds that a monetary award in respect of non-pecuniary damage is necessary, it makes that assessment on
an equitable basis.
1262 [VOL. 58:INTERNATIONAL LEGAL MATERIALS
5. I thus believe that, when faced with a case arising out of a practice incompatible with the Convention at the
national level, the sole fact that the Court considers that general measures are called for does not automatically imply
that there is no need to afford just satisfaction to the injured party. The ex aequo et bono character of just satisfaction
in my view excludes any automatic conclusion. All awards of just satisfaction have to be based on an assessment of
the concrete circumstances of the case. By contrast, the reasoning adopted by the majority under paragraph 29 pre-
maturely restricts the scope for awarding compensation for non-pecuniary damage for systemic breaches of the
Convention.
6. In this regard, the Court has repeatedly awarded just satisfaction for non-pecuniary damage in addition to inviting
the State to take general measures to address the root causes of the violation. For instance, in Ališić and others [GC] (no
60642/08), the Grand Chamber adopted a pilot-judgment procedure and suggested general measures following
violations of Article 13 of the Convention and of Article 1 of Protocol No. 1, while awarding non-pecuniary
damages to the applicants. Similarly, in the recent judgment in the case of Voynov v. Russia (no. 39747/10, 3 July
2018), which also concerned a repetitive case arising out of a structural problem – that is to say the placing of prisoners
in detention facilities far from their family home – the Court made an award of non-pecuniary damage and costs as well
as of expenses.
7. Likewise, in Sargsyan v. Azerbaijan [GC] (no. 40167/06), Maestri v. Italy [GC] (no. 39748/98) Stanev
v. Bulgaria [GC] (no. 36760/06), Assanidze v. Georgia [GC] (no. 71503/01), Vella v. Malta (no. 73182/12),
Xenides-Arestis v. Turkey (no. 46347/99 (just satisfaction)) and Gerasimov and others v. Russia (no. 29920/05
and 10 others), the Court awarded non-pecuniary damages to the applicant(s), while at the same time urging the
State to take general measures to resolve the violation(s) alleged. Moreover, in Sürmeli v. Germany [GC]
(no. 75529/01), the respondent State had already taken steps to remedy the violation and the Court thus held that
general measures were no longer called for; the applicant was nevertheless awarded non-pecuniary damages.
8. The fact that the possibility to implement general measures does not, as such, preclude the award of just sat-
isfaction by the Court was stipulated by the Grand Chamber in its judgment in the Assanidze v. Georgia case cited
above (see paragraph 198), which also concerned recurrent violations:
“ . . . a judgment in which the Court ﬁnds a violation of the Convention or its Protocols imposes on
the respondent State a legal obligation not just to pay those concerned the sums awarded by way of
just satisfaction, but also to choose, subject to supervision by the Committee of Ministers, the
general and/or, if appropriate, individual measures to be adopted in its domestic legal order to
put an end to the violation found by the Court . . . .”
9. Moreover, I believe that in this case there were sufﬁcient grounds to award just compensation to the applicants.
The non-pecuniary damage they sustained is clear: the applicants suffer from nationwide, systematic, and repeated
violations of their fundamental rights, arising from the existence of a practice incompatible with the Convention at
the national level. In my view, this points in favour of an award for non-pecuniary damage, not against.
10. Additionally, the Court fails to adequately take into account the applicants’ frustration, distress and feelings
of injustice caused by the repeated application of the discriminatory practice against them over the years, which feel-
ings were inevitably “exacerbated by their taking upon themselves the trouble and burden of acting – at least to some
extent – on behalf of all others in their position” (see Hutten-Czapska v. Poland [GC], no. 35014/97, § 248). The
Court, in paragraph 29 of the judgment, does recognise that the applicants may have experienced feelings of frus-
tration, but, to my surprise, rejects the applicants’ claim to non-pecuniary damage. In light of the above, however, I
believe that it would have been consistent with the Court’s case-law and the individual circumstances of the case to
award such just satisfaction.
2. State of execution of the leading judgments
11. The two leading cases concerning the rights of sexual minorities in Russia, and more particularly the banning
of LGBT events, Alekseyev v. Russia (no. 4916/07 and 2 others, 1 October 2010) and Bayev and others v. Russia (no.
67667/09 and 2 others, 20 June 2017), are the subject of enhanced supervision procedures before the Council of
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Ministers. However, the implementation of the general measures called for following those judgments is pending
before the Committee of Ministers, and will probably not occur in the near future.
12. As noted by the Court, notwithstanding the concerns raised by the Committee of Ministers, “in the years which
have passed since the Alekseyev judgment (cited above), no such measures have yet been brought forward by the Gov-
ernment” (see paragraph 27 of the judgment). Moreover, during the last examination of the execution of the Alekseyev
judgment by the Committee of Ministers in December 2016, the situation did not attest to any improvement, as between
1 October 2015 and 30 June 2016 only one of a total of 51 requests submitted to hold public events similar to those at
issue was granted (see Decision CM/Del/Dec(2016)1273/H46-23, adopted by the Committee of Ministers at its 1273rd
meeting (6-8 December 2016), § 4). Similarly, in June 2013, a ban on the so-called “propaganda of homosexuality”was
introduced by Russian legislation and these grounds were used to further refuse permission to hold LGBT public events
(which led to the violation of Article 10 of the Convention, as found by this Court in Bayev, cited above).
13. Therefore, in my view, the applicants have no genuine prospect of regaining their freedom of assembly in the
near future. Under these circumstances, the Court should not additionally deprive them of just satisfaction.
3. Application of Article 46 of the Convention in the case at hand
14. The Court, in paragraphs 27 and 28 of the judgment, reiterates its established case-law on Article 46 and men-
tions the state of execution of the above-cited Alekseyev judgment, in relation to its refusal to grant non-pecuniary
damages to the applicant.
15. It is clear that the respondent State, following a ﬁnding of violation by the Court, is under the obligation to
abide by the judgment of the Court and to take, subject to supervision by the Committee of Ministers, the appropriate
general and/or individual measures to be adopted in order to put an end to the violation and to redress its effects so far
as possible (see Scozzari and Giunta v. Italy [GC], no 39221/98 and 41963/98, § 249). The declaratory nature of the
Court’s judgments, which leaves States free to choose such means of redress, is well-established.
16. In this regard, in Fabris v. France [GC] (no. 16574/08 (merits), § 75), the Grand Chamber held that:
“whilst the essentially declaratory nature of the Court’s judgments leaves it up to the State to choose the
means by which to erase the consequences of the violation [ . . . ], it should at the same time be pointed
out that the adoption of general measures requires the State concerned to prevent, with diligence,
further violations similar to those found in the Court’s judgments . . . . This imposes an obligation
on the domestic courts to ensure, in conformity with their constitutional order and having regard to
the principle of legal certainty, the full effect of the Convention standards, as interpreted by the Court.”
17. Nor is any doubt cast on the role of the Committee of Ministers in the execution of judgments or the need for
its continued involvement in the implementation of the Alekseyev and Bayev judgments in order to put an end to the
respondent government’s impugned practice in the long-term,.
18. However, in my view, the sole ﬁnding of violations, which should, in principle, trigger the implementation of
the appropriate domestic measures, does not, in the case at hand, repair the damage caused to the applicant by the
violation “in such a way as to restore as far a possible the situation existing before the breach” (see Assanidze
v. Georgia [GC], cited above, § 198, and Scozzari and Giunta v. Italy [GC], cited above, § 249). In other words,
restitutio in integrum is not achieved.
19. This argument stems from a number of observations. Firstly, after the Court’s judgment in Alekseyev eight
years ago, the respondent State and the domestic courts were already under an obligation to remedy the violations
suffered by the applicants and to swiftly change their practice in order to avoid future violations. They have,
however, consistently failed to do so, as evidenced by the subsequent Bayev judgment and the present case. The
process of implementation, under the supervision of the Committee of Ministers, is still pending and the Committee
has not yet adopted any ﬁnal resolution concluding that the Russian Government has fulﬁlled its obligations under
Article 46 § 2 of the Convention. Thus the refusal of the Court to award non-pecuniary damages is even more par-
adoxical given that the impugned practice and legal provisions remain in force, and that the effects of the harm
already sustained by the applicants have therefore not been mitigated (see, mutatis mutandis, Bayev and others
v. Russia, no. 67667/09 and two others, § 98). Secondly, the Court made no reference to Article 46 of the Convention
1264 [VOL. 58:INTERNATIONAL LEGAL MATERIALS
in Alekseyev and Bayev, nor did it decide in those two cases to apply the so-called “pilot-judgment procedure” con-
cerning repetitive cases stemming from the same uncorrected practice incompatible with the Convention. Thirdly, the
applicant has suffered immaterial damages that a change in practice will not appropriately remedy, as explained in
paragraphs 9 and 10 of this opinion.
B. Risk of prejudicing applicants in repetitive cases
20. The refusal to grant just satisfaction in cases where a systemic shortcoming is identiﬁed within the respon-
dent State’s domestic legal system would have the perverse outcome of victimising applicants whose rights have
been violated multiple times by penalising their use of the Court.
21. While all the Court’s judgments and decisions are made on the basis of the individual circumstances of and alle-
gationsmade in a particular case, and although the awardsmade under Article 41 depend on a number of factors, there is a
glaring difference between the situation ofMrAlekseyev following the 2010 judgment or ofMrBayev following the 2017
judgment renderedby thisCourt,whowere awardedEUR12,000 andEUR8,000 in respect of non-pecuniarydamage, and
the situation of the applicants in the present case,who suffered repeated violations of their rights andwere awarded no non-
pecuniary damage. In my opinion, we cannot justiﬁably reduce the amount of compensation – or refuse compensation
altogether – for the individual violations of the applicants’ rights on the basis that they occurred on multiple occasions.
There is no reason why it should be more affordable for States to violate an individual’s rights in bulk.
22. In this regard, I would like to point out that the ratio of Rule 42 § 1 of the Rules of Court of 1 August 2018, which
permits the joinder of two or more applications at the request of the parties or of the Court’s ownmotion, is not and cannot
be to prejudice the applicants’ complaints or minimise the State’s responsibility, but to promote a more efﬁcient Court.
23. As a result, in my opinion, there can be no justiﬁcation for not awarding immaterial damages under Article 41
where repeated violations are at stake and where the respondent State has not substantially changed its practice fol-
lowing a ﬁnding of violation, despite a signiﬁcant lapse of time since the delivery of the judgment. The majority’s
approach devalues the gravity of the individual violations suffered by the applicants, and seems to negate the seri-
ousness of the fact that the authorities still do not fulﬁl their obligations under the Convention. The Court ought to
beware applicants being punished for the fact that the State has yet to correct its repeated violations of their rights.
C. Functions of reparation
24. Ultimately, I am of the opinion that an award for non-pecuniary damage would have made the redress stron-
ger by giving the Russian Federation a ﬁnancial incentive to correct the situation as soon as possible, and avoid future
violations giving rise to further damages.
25. Indeed, the Convention confers two separate functions on the Court: ﬁrstly, to determine whether a violation of a
fundamental right has takenplace, and secondly, to give just satisfaction should the breachbe ascertained. In theproposal at
hand, the Court, having addressed the ﬁrst function, refrains from discharging the second. In doing so, the Court fails to
bear in mind that just satisfaction goes beyond mere compensation and also holds a broader function, which is both pre-
ventive and instructive. The award of just satisfaction, besides reinstating the victim in his fundamental right, serves as a
concrete warning to governments. It is a ﬁnancial incentive for the State found to be in violation to change its practice and
avoid future violations. Given the state of implementation of the two judgments cited above (Alekseyev v. Russia; and
Bayev and others v. Russia), such ﬁnancial incentive could have proven to be beneﬁcial in the case at hand.
D. Conclusion
26. In the light of the foregoing considerations, the Court should have awarded the injured party equitable sat-
isfaction rather than simply stating that the ﬁnding of violations constituted sufﬁcient just satisfaction in respect of
the non-pecuniary damage suffered.
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APPENDIX
N.
Application no.
Lodged on
Applicant name
date of birth
place of residence Public Event
Date of Public
Event
Date of local
authorities’
decision / date
of complaint to
the Court1
Date and court
of ﬁnal
domestic
decision
1. 14988/09
Alekseyev
v. Russia
06/02/2009
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
1. Moscow Pride march to draw public attention to the
violence and discrimination experienced by many lesbian
and gay individuals in Russia and Belarus (and to the links
between (i) such treatment and (ii) fascism and
xenophobia); to promote greater respect for the human
rights and freedoms of the lesbian and gay minority in
Russia and Belarus; and to call for a more tolerant attitude
towards this minority on the part of the Russian and
Belarusian public authorities and the heterosexual majority
in Russian and Belarusian society.
2. Two Moscow Pride “pickets” (пикеты) with the same
purposes as event no.1.
3. “Picket” in Moscow to draw the attention of the
American authorities to the need to repeal the federal
Defence of Marriage Act and to undertake legislative
measures for the legalisation of same-sex marriage in the
United States of America, in accordance with the statements
made by the President Barack Obama during his election
campaign.
4. “Picket” in Ryazan to call for the repeal of Article 3.10 of
the Ryazan Region Law on Administrative Offences, which
provides penalties for homosexual “propaganda” aimed at
minors.
5. Pride march in Ryazan to draw the attention of the State
and society to (i) the need to respect the human rights of
homosexual people and (ii) the existence of discrimination
against homosexual people, homophobia (hatred of sexual
minorities), fascism and xenophobia.
6. “Picket” in Tambov to condemn the homophobic
statements of the Governor of the Tambov Region and to
call for respect for the rights and freedoms of homosexual
people in Russia.
1. 16/05/2009
2. 16/05/2009
3. 07/07/2009
4. 04/04/2009
5. 11/04/2009
6. 10/10/2008
1. 02/05/2009 –
10/02/2010*
2. 06/05/2009 –
10/02/2010*
3. 26/06/2009 –
10/02/2010*
4-5. 01/04/2009
(learnt on -
06/04/20092) –
05/08/2009
6. 09/10/2008
(learnt on
13/10/2008) –
11/03/2009
1. 08/12/2009
Moscow City
Court
2. 26/11/2009
Moscow City
Court
3. 26/11/2009M
oscow City
Court
4-5. 01/07/2009
Ryazan
Regional Court
6-7. 02/02/2009
Tambov
Regional Court
7. Pride march in Tambov to draw the attention of the State
and society to (i) the need to respect the human rights of
homosexual people and (ii) the existence of discrimination
against homosexual people, homophobia (hatred of sexual
minorities), fascism and xenophobia.
8. Moscow Pride march to draw the attention of the State
and society to (i) the need to respect the human rights of
homosexual people and (ii) the existence of discrimination
against homosexual people, homophobia (hatred of sexual
minorities), fascism and xenophobia.
7. 18/10/2008
8. 31/05/2008
7. 08/10/2008
(learnt on
13/10/2008) –
11/03/2009
8. 26/08/2008
–
06/02/2009
8. 26/08/
2008
Moscow
City
Court
2. 65548/10
Alekseyev
v. Russia
04/11/2010
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
1. Moscow Pride march to alert the public and the
Government to the issue of respect for the human rights of
homosexual individuals, and to draw the attention of the
public and the Government to (i) the existence of
discrimination against homosexual individuals and (ii)
homophobia (hatred of sexual minorities), fascism and
xenophobia.
2-4. Three “pickets” in Moscow with the same purpose as
event no. 1.
1. 29/05/2010
2-4. 29/05/
2010
1. 24/05/2010 –
04/11/2010
2-4. 17/05/2010
– 04/11/2010
1. 14/10/2010
Moscow City
Court
2-4. 14/09/2010
Moscow City
Court
(continues)
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N.
Application no.
Lodged on
Applicant name
date of birth
place of residence Public Event
Date of Public
Event
Date of local
authorities’
decision / date
of complaint to
the Court1
Date and court
of ﬁnal
domestic
decision
3. 30650/12
Alekseyevy
v. Russia
01/05/2012*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
1. Moscow Pride cultural event to provide the public with
objective information about the history of attitudes towards
homosexuality in culture and science, the contribution of
famous members of sexual minorities to culture and art, and
the role of famous people in the ﬁelds of culture and art in
the protection of homosexual people.
1. 28/05/2011 1. 06/05/2011 1-4. 14/11/2011
Moscow City
Court
(2) Ms Irina
Nikolayevna
ALEKSEYEVA
17/03/1941
Moscow
2-4. Two Moscow Pride marches and one rally to express
support for tolerance and respect for the rights and freedoms
of people of homosexual orientation in Russia; to draw
public attention to the violence and discrimination
experienced by many lesbian and gay individuals in Russia
(and to the links between (i) such treatment and (ii) fascism
and xenophobia); to promote greater respect for the human
rights and freedoms of the lesbian and gay minority in
Russia; and to call for a more tolerant attitude towards this
minority on the part of the Russian public authorities and
the heterosexual majority in Russian society.
2-4. 27-
28/05/2011
2-4. 18/05/2011
4. 46138/12
Alekseyev
v. Russia
29/05/2012
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
1. “Picket” in Moscow welcoming the creation of a group to
support homosexual employees at the Aeroﬂot –Russian
Airlines company.
2. Rally in Moscow aimed at condemning the
discriminatory policy of Aeroﬂot –Russian Airlines
towards its homosexual employees on the day of the eighty-
ninth anniversary of civil aviation in Russia.
1. 06/07/2011
2. 09/02/2012
1. 01/07/2011 –
29/05/2012*
2. 01/02/2012 –
29/05/2012
1. 30/11/2011
Moscow City
Court
2. 10/09/2012
Moscow City
Court
5. 75136/12
Alekseyev
v. Russia
20/09/2012*
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
1. March in Arkhangelsk to express support for tolerance
and respect for the rights and freedoms of homosexual
people in Russia; to draw public attention to the violence
and discrimination experienced by many lesbian and gay
individuals in Russia (and to the links between (i) such
treatment and (ii) fascism and xenophobia); to promote
greater respect for the human rights and freedoms of
lesbians and gays in Russia; and to call for a more tolerant
attitude towards this minority on the part of Russian
authorities and the heterosexual majority in Russian society.
2. “Picket” in Arkhangelsk aimed at informing the public
about the nature of homosexuality on the basis of scientiﬁc
research and to draw the attention of the public and the
Russian authorities to homophobia and discrimination
against minors belonging to sexual minorities.
3. Rally in Arkhangelsk to protest against the discriminatory
nature of the law of the Arkhangelsk Region of 30
September 2011, which banned the “propagandising” of
homosexual relationships to minors.
4. “Picket” in Arkhangelsk with the same purpose as that of
event no. 1.
5. Rally in Arkhangelsk with the same purpose as that of
event no. 3.
6. “Picket” in Arkhangelsk entitled “There are no fewer
gays and lesbians among children than among adults”
aimed at disseminating objective information about the
nature of homosexuality among minors on the basis of
scientiﬁc research drawing the attention of society and the
State to homophobia and discrimination against minors who
are gays or lesbians.
7. “Picket” in Arkhangelsk with the same purpose as that of
event no. 2.
1. 27/11/2011
2. 27/11/2011
3. 28/11/2011
4. 28/11/2011
5. 26/11/2011
6-7. 17/12/
2011
1-3. 24/11/2011
(learnt on
06/12/2011)
4-5. 16/11/2011
(learnt on
06/12/2011)
6-7. 12/12/2011
(learnt on
15/01/2012)
1-3. 04/06/2012
Arkhangelsk
Regional Court
4-5. 04/06/2012
Arkhangelsk
Regional Court
6-7. 02/04/2012
Arkhangelsk
Regional Court
(continues)
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Application no.
Lodged on
Applicant name
date of birth
place of residence Public Event
Date of Public
Event
Date of local
authorities’
decision / date
of complaint to
the Court1
Date and court
of ﬁnal
domestic
decision
8. “Picket” in Arkhangelsk with the same purpose as that of
event no. 6.
9. March in Arkhangelsk with the same purpose as that of
event no. 1.
8. 14/01/2012
9. 24/01/2012
8. 10/01/2012
(learnt on
11/01/2012)
9. 12/01/2012
(learnt on
13/01/2012)
8-9. 26/03/2012
Arkhangelsk
Regional Court
6. 12287/13
Alekseyev
v. Russia
05/12/2012*
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
1. 102 Moscow Pride cultural events entitled
“Homosexuality in the history of world culture, science and
civilisation” aimed at providing the public with objective
information about the history of attitudes towards
homosexuality in culture and science, and the role played
by famous people of non-traditional sexual orientation in
culture and the arts and in the promotion of the human rights
of sexual minorities.
2. Two Moscow Pride marches and two rallies in Moscow
to express support for tolerance and respect for the rights
and freedoms of persons of homosexual orientation in
Russia; to draw public attention to the violence and
discrimination experienced by many lesbian and gay
individuals in Russia (and to the links between (i) such
treatment and (ii) fascism and xenophobia); to promote
greater respect for the human rights and freedoms of
lesbians and gays in Russia; and to call for a more tolerant
attitude towards this minority on the part of Russian
authorities and the heterosexual majority in Russian society.
1. One
assembly in
March 2012
and 101
assemblies on
the closest
Saturday to 27
May every
year between
2012 and 2112
2. 26-27/05/
2012
1. 13/12/2011
(learnt on
19/01/2012) –
05/12/2012*
2. 17/05/2012 –
29/04/2013*
1. 06/06/2012
Moscow City
Court
2. 30/10/2012
Moscow City
Court
7. 12301/13
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
04/02/2013*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye,
Krasnoyarskiy
region
(3) Mr Aleksey
Aleksandrovich
KISELEV
11/05/1984
Gryazi, Lipetskiy
Region
“Picket” entitled “Goodnight, kids” in Moscow to express a
silent protest against the ruling of the Russian
Constitutional Court of 19 January 2010 concerning the
compliance with the Constitution of the law banning
homosexual “propaganda” aimed at minors in the Ryazan
Region.
20/01/2012 16/01/2012 06/08/2012
Moscow City
Court
8. 32107/13
Alekseyev
v. Russia
20/05/2013
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
1. Pride march and rally in Khimki to express support for
tolerance and respect for the rights and freedoms of
homosexual people in Russia; to draw public attention to
the violence and discrimination experienced by many
lesbian and gay individuals in Russia (and to the links
between (i) such treatment and (ii) fascism and
xenophobia); to promote greater respect for the human
rights and freedoms of lesbians and gays in Russia; and to
call for a more tolerant attitude towards this minority on the
1. 25/05/2013 1. 15/05/2013
(learnt on
16/05/2013) –
20/05/2013
1. 16/09/2013
Moscow
Regional Court
(continues)
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part of Russian authorities and the heterosexual majority in
Russian society.
2. Moscow Pride rally in Sokolniki Park with the same
purpose as that of event no. 1.
3. Two Moscow Pride marches and two rallies with the
same purpose as event no. 1.
4. Rally in Sokolniki Park in Moscow with the same
purpose as that of event no. 1.
2. 26/05/2013
3. 25/05/2013 –
26/05/2013
4. 27/05/2013
2. 23/05/2013 –
15/03/2014*
3. 15/05/2013 –
20/05/2013
4. 23/05/2013 –
05/07/2014*
2. 02/10/2013
Moscow City
Court
3. 06/12/2013
Moscow City
Court
4. 04/02/2014
Moscow City
Court
9. 62619/13
Alekseyev
v. Russia
16/09/2013*
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
Two “pickets” in Kostroma entitled ““There are no fewer
gays and lesbians among children than among adults”
aimed at disseminating objective information about the
nature of homosexuality among minors on the basis of
scientiﬁc research drawing the attention of society and the
State to homophobia and discrimination against minors who
are gays or lesbians.
22/03/2012 –
23/03/2012
14/03/2012
(learnt on
23/03/2012)
20/03/2013
Kostroma
Regional Court
10. 25993/14
Alekseyev
v. Russia
15/03/2014*
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
1. Kostroma Pride march to express support for tolerance
and respect for rights and freedoms of homosexual people
in Russia; to draw public attention to the violence and
discrimination experienced by many lesbian and gay
individuals in Russia (and to the links between (i) such
treatment and (ii) fascism and xenophobia); to promote
greater respect for the human rights and freedoms of
lesbians and gays in Russia; and to call for a more tolerant
attitude towards this minority on the part of Russian public
authorities and the heterosexual majority in Russian society.
2-3. Rallies in Kostroma to condemn the legal ban on
homosexual “propaganda” aimed at minors introduced by a
law in Kostroma Region.
1. 19/05/2013
2-3. 20/05/
2013
1. 16/05/2013
(learnt on
20/05/2013)
2-3. 17/05/2013
(learnt on
20/05/2013)
1-3. 18/09/2013
Kostroma
Regional Court
11. 61182/14
Alekseyev
v. Russia
23/08/2014*
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
Rally in Moscow entitled “There are no fewer gays and
lesbians among children than among adults” aimed at
disseminating objective information about the nature of
homosexuality among minors on the basis of scientiﬁc
research drawing the attention of society and the State to
homophobia and discrimination against minors who are
gays or lesbians.
24/07/2013 16/07/2013 04/02/2014
Moscow City
Court
12. 61205/14
Alekseyev
v. Russia
13/07/2014*
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
March and “picket” in Sochi to express support for
tolerance and respect for the rights and freedoms of
homosexual people in Russia; to draw public attention to
the violence and discrimination experienced by many
lesbian and gay individuals in Russia (and to the links
between (i) such treatment and (ii) fascism and
xenophobia); to promote greater respect for the human
rights and freedoms of lesbians and gays in Russia; and to
call for a more tolerant attitude towards this minority on the
part of Russian public authorities and the heterosexual
majority in Russian society, as well as to call for respect for
the right of activists to open a “Pride House” in Sochi
during the 2014 Winter Olympic Games.
26/09/2013 16/09/2013
(learnt on
05/10/2013)
14/01/2014
Krasnodar
Regional Court
13. 61212/14
Alekseyev
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
1. March in Arkhangelsk to express support for tolerance
and respect for the rights and freedoms of homosexual
people in Russia; to draw public attention to the violence
1. 11/12/2013 1. 02/12/2013 1-10.
28/04/2014
(continues)
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v. Russia
05/08/2014*
23/12/1977
Moscow
and discrimination experienced by many lesbian and gay
individuals in Russia (and to the links between (i) such
treatment and (ii) fascism and xenophobia); to promote
greater respect for the human rights and freedoms of
lesbians and gays in Russia; and to call for a more tolerant
attitude towards this minority on the part of Russian public
authorities and the heterosexual majority in Russian society.
2. Rally in Arkhangelsk to condemn the new Russian
federal law banning the “propagandising” of non-traditional
sexual relations among minors and to call for its repeal.
3. Rally in Arkhangelsk to publicise the statement of the
Russian President, Vladimir Putin, against the manifestation
of xenophobia in society towards anyone, including
individuals of non-traditional sexual orientation.
4. “Picket” in Arkhangelsk entitled “Homosexuality is
normal! This should be known by adults and children!” in
order to disseminate objective information on
homosexuality among children on the basis of international
scientiﬁc research in this area and to draw the attention of
society and the authorities to discrimination against gay and
lesbian minors.
5. “Picket” in Arkhangelsk entitled “There are no fewer
gays and lesbians among children than among adults”
aimed at disseminating objective information about the
nature of homosexuality among minors on the basis of
scientiﬁc research drawing the attention of society and the
State to homophobia and discrimination against minors who
are gays or lesbians.
6. March in Arkhangelsk with the same purpose as that of
event no. 1.
7. Rally in Arkhangelsk with the same purpose as that of
event no. 2.
8. Rally in Arkhangelsk with the same purpose as that of
event no. 3.
9. “Picket” in Arkhangelsk with the same purpose as that of
event no. 4.
2. 10/12/2013
3. 09/12/2013
4. 02/12/2013
5. 03/12/2013
6. 15/12/2013
7. 14/12/2013
8. 13/12/2013
9. 09/12/2013
2. 02/12/2013
3. 02/12/2013
4. 29/11/2013
5. 29/11/2013
6. 04/12/2013
7. 03/12/2013
8. 03/12/2013
9. 03/12/2013
Arkhangelsk
Regional Court
10. “Picket” in Arkhangelsk with the same purpose as that
of event no. 5.
10. 06/12/2013 10. 02/12/20133
14. 61266/14
Alekseyev
v. Russia
14/08/2014*
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
Moscow rally entitled “Sochi Olympics boycott – no! Sochi
Gay Pride – yes!” against the calls for a boycott of the
Winter Olympic Games in Sochi owing to the recently
enacted federal law banning the “propagandising” of non-
traditional sexual relations among minors; the event was
also aimed at calling for respect for the rights of the group
staging the rally to open a “Pride House” in Sochi for the
period of the Winter Olympics in February 2014.
25/09/2013 16/09/2013 12/03/2014
Moscow City
Court
15. 69528/14
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
08/10/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
Rally in Moscow to condemn the homophobic and hateful
statements made during the television programme “Special
Correspondent”, which aired on the Russian television
channel Rossiya-1 on 12 November 2013 and to call for the
criminal prosecution of its producers of and the participants
in the programme under Article 282 of the Criminal Code.
26/11/2013 19/11/2013 22/04/2014
Moscow City
Court
(continues)
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05/12/1981
Shushenskoye,
Krasnoyarskyi
region
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
16. 70589/14
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
25/10/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYASHIY
05/12/1981
Moscow
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow to express support for statements of 28
October 2013 made by the President of Russia calling for no
discrimination against athletes and spectators at the Winter
Olympic Games in Sochi on the basis of their nationality,
race or sexual orientation.
14/11/2013 06/11/2013 14/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
17. 71975/14
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
30/10/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Mr Yaroslav
Nikolayevich
YEVTUSHENKO
11/08/1994
Moscow
Rally in Moscow to call for the repainting of footpaths in
Moscow in the rainbow colours of the international ﬂag of
the LGBT movement in order to lift the mood of citizens.
08/12/2013 28/11/2013 12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
18. 77125/14
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
05/11/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
Rally in Moscow in support of setting up an LGBT group
for employees of the Moscow City Government.
07/11/2013 01/11/2013 14/05/2014
Moscow City
Court
(continues)
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MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
19. 29/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
28/08/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow to call for the repeal of the Ryazan Region
law banning homosexual “propaganda” aimed at minors on
the basis of the verdict of the United Nations Human Rights
Committee in the case of Irina Fedotova v. Russia.
10/11/2013 05/11/2013 04/03/2014
Moscow City
Court
20. 125/15
Alekseyev
v. Russia
27/08/2014*
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
Rally in Moscow to call for the publicising of the statement
by the Russian President on 20 November 2013 that: “We
should not create an atmosphere of xenophobia in society
on any basis, including against individuals of non-
traditional sexual orientation.”
04/12/2013 25/11/2013 18/04/2014
Moscow City
Court
21. 128/15
Alekseyev
v. Russia
27/08/2014*
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
“Picket” in Kostroma to remind people of the crimes that
Adolf Hitler and Nazi Germany committed against gays and
lesbians, to pay tribute to the homosexual victims of the
Nazi concentration camps and to focus the attention of the
international community on the necessity to prevent similar
crimes occurring in the future.
25/01/2014 20/01/2014
(learnt on
22/01/2014)
14/05/20147
Moscow City
Court
22. 132/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
29/08/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow to disseminate objective scientiﬁc data on
the prevalence of homosexuality among animals.
27/10/2013 18/10/2013 24/03/2014
Moscow City
Court
23. 141/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
02/09/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
Rally to draw the attention of society and the authorities to
the necessity to respect Article 31 of the Russian
Constitution, which guarantees the right of freedom of
assembly to everyone, including representatives of the
LGBT community.
12/12/2013 02/12/2013 Moscow City
Court
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
(continues)
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05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Mr Yaroslav
Nikolayevich
YEVTUSHENKO
11/08/1994
Moscow
24. 150/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
09/09/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow to draw the attention of society and the
authorities to rising homophobia and violations of the rights
of gays, lesbians, bisexuals and transgender people in
Zimbabwe and to call on the Zimbabwe authorities to stop
the policy of hatred directed at sexual minorities.
26/10/2013 18/10/2013 12/03/2014
Moscow City
Court
25. 832/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
10/09/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow to call for the renaming of a station in the
Moscow metro system to immortalise the name of the
leading Moscow gay club “Central Station”.
03/12/2013 21/11/2013 24/03/2014
Moscow City
Court
26. 863/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
28/09/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
Rally in Moscow to publicise the statement of the legendary
Soviet actress Faina Ranevskaya: “Homosexuality is not a
perversion! Field hockey and ice ballet are!”
13/12/2013 02/12/2013 02/04/2014
Moscow City
Court
(continues)
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14/08/1986
Kemerovo
27. 878/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
29/09/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow to express the LGBT community’s
support for the Mayor of Moscow, Sergey Sobyanin.
09/11/2013 01/11/2013 02/04/2014
Moscow City
Court
28. 922/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
25/09/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Mr Yaroslav
Nikolayevich
YEVTUSHENKO
11/08/1994
Moscow
Rally in the centre of Moscow entitled “Gay people for all
that’s good (“Геи за все хорошее”)”.
05/12/2013 25/11/2013 02/04/2014
Moscow City
Court
29. 933/15
Alekseyev
v. Russia
04/10/2014
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
Moscow Gay Pride March to call for tolerance and respect
for the human rights and freedoms of homosexual people in
Russia.
31/05/2014 21/05/2014 12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
30. 948/15
Alekseyev
v. Russia
07/10/2014
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
Rally in Moscow to call for the erection of a monument to
Oscar Wilde in
Moscow.
31/05/2014 21/05/2014 12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
31. 956/15
Alekseyev
v. Russia
06/10/2014
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
Moscow march of bearded men and women to call on
people to grow a beard in celebration of the victory of the
Austrian “travesty diva” Conchita Wurst at the Eurovision
Song Contest in Copenhagen on 10 May 2014.
27/05/2014 16/05/2014 12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
32. 1062/15
Alekseyev and
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
Rally in Moscow to call for the amendment of the Criminal
Code of the Russian Federation to specify that the elements
of sexual orientation and gender identity constitute
23/10/2013 10/10/2013 02/04/2014
Moscow City
Court
(continues)
1274 [VOL. 58:INTERNATIONAL LEGAL MATERIALS
(Continued)
N.
Application no.
Lodged on
Applicant name
date of birth
place of residence Public Event
Date of Public
Event
Date of local
authorities’
decision / date
of complaint to
the Court1
Date and court
of ﬁnal
domestic
decision
Others v. Russia
27/09/2014*
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
aggravating circumstances in respect of offences provided
in the Code.
33. 1065/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
21/10/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Irina
Borisovna
FEDOTOVA
10/11/1978
Luxembourg
Rally in Moscow to call for the recognition of same-sex
marriages in
Russia.
24/10/2013 16/10/2013 22/05/2014
Moscow City
Court
34. 1071/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
27/10/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow to remind people of the crimes that Adolf
Hitler and Nazi Germany committed against gays and
lesbians, to pay tribute to the homosexual victims of the
Nazi concentration camps and to focus the attention of the
international community on the necessity to prevent similar
crimes occurring in the future.
05/11/2013 31/10/2013 22/05/2014
Moscow City
Court
35. 1155/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
28/10/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
Rally in Moscow to call for the rehabilitation of persons
convicted under Article 121 of the Criminal Code of the
USSR of entering a homosexual relationship voluntarily.
31/10/2013 24/10/2013 14/05/2014
Moscow City
Court
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
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05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
36. 1163/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
29/10/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow to call for the adoption of a law on
surrogacy for homosexuals which would allow such people
to conceive a child with the aid of a surrogate mother,
17/11/2013 08/11/2013 12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
37. 1185/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
12/11/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
Rally in Moscow to draw the attention of society and of the
authorities to the need for additional funding for the ﬁght
against HIV/AIDS in the homosexual community.
08/11/2013 01/11/2013 16/05/2014
Moscow City
Court
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
38. 1248/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
11/11/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
Rally in Moscow to attract the attention of society and of the
authorities to the demands of the Russian LGBTcommunity
concerning the necessity for Russia to enter the Schengen
agreements on freedom of movement and a uniﬁed visa
regime.
04/11/2013 31/10/2013 16/05/2014
Moscow City
Court
(continues)
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14/08/1986
Kemerovo
39. 1289/15
Alekseyev
v. Russia
14/11/2014*
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
1. “Picket” in Arkhangelsk to remind people of the crimes
that Adolf Hitler and Nazi Germany committed against gays
and lesbians, to pay tribute to the homosexual victims of the
Nazi concentration camps and to focus the attention of the
international community on the necessity to prevent similar
crimes occurring in the future.
2. Rally in Arkhangelsk to call for the rehabilitation of
persons convicted under Article 121 of the Criminal Code
of the USSR of entering a homosexual relationship
voluntarily.
3. Arkhangelsk Gay Pride event to express support for
tolerance and respect for the rights and freedoms of persons
of homosexual orientation in Russia and to draw public
attention to (i) the discrimination experienced by many
lesbian and gay individuals in Russia and (ii) homophobia,
fascism and xenophobia.
4. Rally in Arkhangelsk to call for amendments to the
Russian legislation that would ban discrimination against
people on the basis of their sexual orientation and gender
identity.
1. 28/01/2014
2. 04/02/2014
3. 05/02/2014
4. 06/02/2014
1-4. 24/01/2014
(learnt on
05/02/2014)
04/07/2014
Moscow City
Court
40. 1297/15
Alekseyev
v. Russia
14/11/2014*
Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
1. Rally in Kostroma to call for the publicising of the
statement of the Russian President on 20 November 2013:
“We should not create an atmosphere of xenophobia in
society on any basis, including against individuals of
non-traditional sexual orientation.”
2. Kostroma Gay Pride event to express support for
tolerance and respect for the rights and freedoms of people
of homosexual orientation in Russia and to draw public
attention to (i) the discrimination experienced by many
lesbian and gay individuals in Russia and (ii) homophobia,
fascism and xenophobia.
3. Rally in Kostroma to condemn the new Russian federal
law banning the propagandising of non-traditional sexual
relations among minors and to call for its repeal.
1. 01/02/2014
2. 02/02/2014
3. 03/02/2014
1-3. 22/01/2014
(learnt on
27/01/2014)
16/07/2014
Moscow City
Court
41. 1366/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
13/11/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Ms Irina
Nikolayevna
ALEKSEYEVA
17/03/1941
Moscow
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow entitled “A second of gay fame” to
express support for the rights of sexual minorities.
14/12/2013 02/12/2013 22/05/2014
Moscow City
Court
42. 1378/15
Alekseyev and
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
Rally in Moscow to remind people of the crimes of the
Italian regime of Benito Mussolini in respect of gays and
20/11/2013 13/11/2013
(continues)
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Others v. Russia
04/12/2014*
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
lesbians and to call for measures to prevent such crimes
occurring in the future.
12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
43. 1394/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
03/12/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
Rally in Moscow to express support for the Moscow concert
of Sir Elton John, a famous British singer, composer and
openly gay man, who had earlier expressed his eagerness to
support the Russian LGBT community during his
performance.
27/11/2013 19/11/2013 12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Mr Yaroslav
Nikolayevich
YEVTUSHENKO
11/08/1994
Sonchino,
Voronezh
Region
44. 3641/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
02/12/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Mr Yaroslav
Nikolayevich
YEVTUSHENKO
11/08/1994
Sonchino,
Voronezh
Region
Rally in Moscow to condemn the homophobic and hateful
statements made during the television programme “Special
Correspondent”, which aired on the Russian television
channel Rossiya-1 on 12 November 2013 and to call for the
criminal prosecution of its producers and the participants in
the programme under Article 282 of the Criminal Code.
26/11/2013 18/11/2013
(learnt on
28/11/2013)
30/06/2014
Moscow City
Court
45. 3660/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
05/12/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Rally in Moscow to call for a fully-ﬂedged investigation of
the attack on the ofﬁce of the La Sky organisation in St
Petersburg and the inﬂiction of serious injuries on the gay
activist Dmitriy Chizhevskiy.
18/11/2013 13/11/2013 12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
(continues)
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Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
46. 3669/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
06/12/2014*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Mr Yaroslav
Nikolayevich
YEVTUSHENKO
11/08/1994
Sonchino,
Voronezh
Region
Rally in Moscow to mark the eightieth anniversary of the
criminalisation of consensual homosexual relationships,
which led to widespread repression.
17/12/2013 10/12/2013 12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
47. 10879/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
14/01/2015*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow to call for the passing of a law permitting
paid homosexual services.
23/11/2013 13/11/2013 12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
48. 10888/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
16/01/2015*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Rally in Moscow to call for the opening of a public
community centre for gays, lesbians, bisexuals and
transgender people in Moscow.
16/11/2013 08/11/2013 14/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
(continues)
2019] 1279ALEKSEYEV AND OTHERS V. RUSSIA (EUR. CT. H.R.)
(Continued)
N.
Application no.
Lodged on
Applicant name
date of birth
place of residence Public Event
Date of Public
Event
Date of local
authorities’
decision / date
of complaint to
the Court1
Date and court
of ﬁnal
domestic
decision
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
49. 10897/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
15/01/2015*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow to protest against “discrimination” against
blue4 Christmas trees on New Year’s Eve.
28/12/2013 18/12/2013 12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
50. 11003/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
17/01/2015*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Ms Irina
Nikolayevna
ALEKSEYEVA
17/03/1941
Moscow
Rally in Moscow to express support for parents whose
children declared themselves to be gays and lesbians.
13/11/2013 05/11/2013 14/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
51. 11021/15
Alekseyev and
Others v. Russia
19/01/2015*
(1) Mr Nikolay
Aleksandrovich
ALEKSEYEV
23/12/1977
Moscow
(2) Mr Kirill
Sergeyevich
NEPOMNYA-
SHCHIY
05/12/1981
Shushenskoye
(3) Ms Sofya
Andreyevna
MIKHAYLOVA
14/08/1986
Kemerovo
Rally in Moscow to express support for homosexual
deputies of the Russian State Duma and to invite them to
voluntarily disclose their sexual orientation.
22/11/2013 13/11/2013 12/08/2014
Moscow City
Court
1. The date of the complaint to the Court is indicated where several application forms were lodged within one case on dates different than the date of
lodging the case.
2. The date of lodging the complaint against the local authorities’ decisions with the ﬁrst-instance court (it is indicated in cases when the applicants
received such decisions on unidentiﬁed dates).
3. The applicant has learnt about all the local authorities’ decisions in the case no. 61212/14 no later than on 06/01/2014.
4. In Russian slang “blue” also means “gay”.
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